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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 



1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: on pg. 1 line 9 there 
is a serial number missing. This serial number should be 09/432,558. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: on page 7 line 23 
there is a reference made to a Fig. 3 but there is no Fig.3. The reference should cite Fig. 2. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

5. Claim 13 recites the limitation "frequency translator" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. A frequency translator is cited in claim 1 ; 
however, claim 1 is not the independent claim that claim 1 3 depends upon. 



6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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7. Claim 1, 2-4, 6, 9, 18, 20, 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dapper (USPN 6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) in 
further view of Vanbuskirk el al. (USPN 5,469,545). 

8. Regarding claim 1 , Dapper discloses a hybrid fiber coax network (col. 4 lines 58-59) 
comprising a head end (col. 4 line 59-col. 5 line 10); at least one optical distribution node 
coupled to the head end over at least one fiber optic link (col. 14 lines 22-25 and col. 120 lines 
60-63); at least one coaxial cable link, coupled to the at least one optical distribution node, that 
receives upstream, digital data (col. 125 lines 9-10) from a plurality of modems (col. 125 lines 
52-55); a laser transmitter coupled to the fiber optic link that transmits the upstream, digital data 
to the head end (col. 27 lines 35-36); a data concentrator (combiner) coupled to provide the 
upstream, digital data to the laser (col. 27 lines 29-38 and Fig. 5 reference 408); a frequency 
translator (frequency shifter) that receives and translates the upstream, digital data from the 
plurality of modems to a different carrier frequency (col. 27 lines 15-25 and Fig. 5 reference 64); 
and a process performed at the frequency translator to ensure that the upstream, digital data is 
valid (col. 28 lines 32-46 esp. lines 44-46). It should be noted that valid data is broadly 
interpreted to mean any data which can be properly interpreted by the system. Thus 
"unacceptable modifications of the... upstream signal by frequency shifters" (col. 28 lines 44-46) 
is interpreted to mean data which is not valid. 

9. Even though Dapper discloses the use of collision detection (col. 63 lines 1 5-2 1 ), Dapper 
does not disclose that the frequency translator that receives and translates the upstream, digital 
data from the plurality of modems to a different carrier frequency retransmits the signal to the 
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plurality of modems for collision detection. Hansen teaches using frequency translation to 
retransmit a received signal to a plurality of modems for collision detection (col. 4 lines 16-57 
esp. lines 50-57). Hansen discloses that the frequency translator is located on a head end of a 
coaxial cable (Fig. 1) while the applicant discloses that the frequency translator is located on a 
coaxial cable link. However, in a hybrid fiber/coax network, the optical distribution node can be 
viewed as a being the head end for the coaxial cable. Although it is not explicitly stated, it is 
implicit that Hansen does this as a way to detect if collisions have occurred within the coaxial 
link so that corrupted data may be retransmitted. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of coaxial links to modify Dapper to use Hansen's method of detecting collisions 
within a coaxial link. 

10. Dapper in view of Hansen fails to teach a data interface coupled between the frequency 
translator and the data concentrator that determines whether the upstream, digital data is valid. 
Vanbuskirk teaches checking the validity of incoming data to a concentrator (col. 47 lines 2-6 
and col. 52 line 16). Although Vanbuskirk does not specify that the data interface is coupled 
between the frequency translator and the data concentrator, it is obvious that the data interface 
must be located at a position before the data concentrator. Thus it is obvious that this data 
interface could be coupled between the frequency translator and the data concentrator, which 
would place the interface before the data concentrator. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks to modify Dapper's system to include 
Vanbuskirk's validity test of incoming data to the concentrator in order to ensure that only valid 
data is entering the concentrator. 
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1 1 . Regarding claim 2, Dapper discloses that a portion of the upstream, digital data is 
transmitted over the at least one coaxial cable link on modulated carriers below 42 MHz (col. 
124 lines 51-59). 

12. Regarding claim 3, Dapper discloses that for downstream data "any number of 
modulation techniques may be used for transmission. . .the modulation techniques utilized and 
performed by RF modem., .may include quadrature phase shift keying (QPSK), quadrature 
amplitude modulation (QAM), or other modulation techniques for providing the desired data 
rate" (col. 121 lines 27-34). Although this disclosure is for downstream data, it would be obvious 
that the same modulation techniques used for downstream transmission could be the same 
modulation techniques used for upstream transmission. Other modulation techniques include on- 
off keying which is well-known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks that the modulated carriers are modulated with the 
upstream, digital data using one of on-off keying, quadrature phase-shift keying and quadrature 
amplitude modulation. 

13. Regarding claim 4, Dapper discloses that the upstream, digital data is carried on one of at 
least two modulated carriers (col. 124 lines 51-64 and col. 125 line 57-col. 126 line 1). Because 
there are multiple signals being sent in the frequency band, it would be obvious to modulate the 
upstream data on multiple carriers. 

14. Regarding claim 6, Dapper discloses that the upstream, digital data comprises Ethernet 
packets (col. 95 lines 48-63). It is obvious that if Ethernet connections are used that the data 
could be Ethernet packets. 
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15. Regarding claim 9, Dapper discloses a receiver circuit coupled to the fiber optic link and 
the at least one coaxial cable link that receives downstream optical signals and converts the 
signals to electrical signals for transmission over the at least one coaxial cable link (col. 122 line 
39-64 esp. 59-64). 

16. Regarding claim 18, Dapper discloses an optical distribution node (col. 14 lines 22-25 
and col. 120 lines 60-63) for a hybrid fiber coax network (col. 4 lines 58-59) comprising a laser 
transmitter coupled to the fiber optic link that transmits the upstream, digital data to the head end 
of the network (col. 27 lines 35-36); a data concentrator (combiner) coupled to provide the 
upstream, digital data to the laser (col. 27 lines 29-38 and Fig. 5 reference 408); a frequency 
translator (frequency shifter) for the coaxial link that receives the upstream, digital data 
modulated on a first carrier frequency from a plurality of modems and translated the upstream, 
digital data to a different carrier (col. 27 lines 1 15-25 and Fig. 5 reference 64); and a process 
performed at the frequency translator to ensure that the upstream, digital data is valid (col. 28 
lines 32-46 esp. lines 44-46). It should be noted that valid data is broadly interpreted to mean any 
data which can be properly interpreted by the system. Thus "unacceptable modifications of 

the. . .upstream signal by frequency shifters" (col. 28 lines 44-46) is interpreted to mean data 
which is not valid. 

17. Even though Dapper discloses the use of collision detection (col. 63 lines 15-21), Dapper 
does not disclose that the frequency translator that receives and translates the upstream, digital 
data from the plurality of modems to a different carrier frequency retransmits the signal to the 
plurality of modems for collision detecfion. Hansen teaches using frequency translation to 
retransmit a received signal to a plurality of modems for collision detection (col. 4 lines 16-57 
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esp. lines 50-57). Hansen discloses that the frequency translator is located on a head end of a 
coaxial cable (Fig. 1) while the applicant discloses that the frequency translator is located on a 
coaxial cable link. However, in a hybrid fiber/coax network, the optical distribution node can be 
viewed as a being the head end for the coaxial cable. Although it is not explicitly stated, it is 
implicit that Hansen does this as a way to detect if collisions have occurred within the coaxial 
link so that corrupted data may be retransmitted. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of coaxial links to modify Dapper to use Hansen's method of detecting collisions 
within a coaxial link. 

18. Dapper in view of Hansen fails to teach a data interface coupled between the frequency 
translator and the data concentrator that determines whether the upstream, digital data is valid. 
Vanbuskirk teaches checking the validity of incoming data to a concentrator (col. 47 lines 2-6 
and col. 52 line 16). Although Vanbuskirk does not specify that the data interface is coupled 
between the frequency translator and the data concentrator, it is obvious that the data interface 
must be located at a position before the data concentrator. Thus it is obvious that this data 
interface could be coupled between the frequency translator and the data concentrator, which 
would place the interface before the data concentrator. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks to modify Dapper's system to include 
Vanbuskirk' s validity test of incoming data to the concentrator in order to ensure that only valid 
data is entering the concentrator. 

19. Regarding claim 20, Dapper discloses that the upstream, digital data comprises Ethernet 
packets (col. 95 lines 48-63). It is obvious that if Ethemet connections are used that the data 
could be Ethemet packets. 
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20. Regarding claim 22, Dapper discloses that the frequency translator receives upstream, 
digital data on at least one additional carrier (col. 125 line 57-col. 126 line 1). 

21 . Regarding claim 23, Dapper discloses that the frequency translator receives the upstream, 
digital data modulated on a first carrier with a frequency that is below the frequency range for 
downstream transmissions (col. 124 lines 51-59), where downstream transmission frequencies 
are 54-725 MHz (col. 120 lines 39-40). 

22. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dapper (USPN 
6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) and Vanbuskirk el al. (USPN 5,469,545) 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Griesing (USPN 4,959,829). 

23. Dapper in view of Hansen and Vanbuskirk discloses a system that has a plurality of 
modems that transmit collision detection signals when a collision is detected based on signals 
from the frequency translator (Hansen col. 4 lines 16-57 esp. 50-57). Dapper in view of Hansen 
and Vanbuskirk does not disclose that the collision detection signal is transmitted on a different 
modulated carrier. Griesing teaches transmitting the collision detection signal distinct from a 
receive or transmit signal in order to prevent the interpretation of one signal interfering with 
another (col. 3 lines 10-13). It is obvious that one way to separate the transmit or receive signal 
from the collision detection signal is to modulate the collision signal on a different carrier than 
the transmitted signals. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art of hybrid fiber/coax 
networks to modulate the collision detection signal on a different modulated carrier in order to 
prevent the collision detection signal from being confused with another signal. 



i 
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24. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dapper (USPN 
6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) and Vanbuskirk el al. (USPN 5,469,545) 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Peyrovian (USPN 5,768,682) 

25. Dapper in view of Hansen and Vanbuskirk does not disclose having at least a portion of 
the upstream, digital data transmitted over the plurality of coaxial cable links on modulated 
carriers above a cut-off frequency for downstream transmission. Peyrovian teaches having a 
portion of the upstream data transmitted on modulated carriers above a cut-off frequency for 
downstream transmission (col. 3 lines 25-42 esp. lines 36-43). Peyrovian does this because high 
frequency bands are less susceptible to noise than low frequency bands (col. 3 lines 44-53). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks to 
modulate a portion of the upstream data on carriers above a cut-off frequency for downstream 
transmission in order to make the upstream, digital data less susceptible to noise. 

26. Claim 8 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dapper 
(USPN 6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) and Vanbuskirk el al. (USPN 
5,469,545) as applied to claim 1 and 18 above, and further in view of Beveridge (USPN 



27. Dapper in view of Hansen and Vanbuskirk discloses that the laser transmitter transmits 
the upstream, digital data as a modulated carrier transmission (Dapper: col. 125 line 57-col. 126 
line 1). Dapper in view of Hansen and Vanbuskirk does not disclose that the laser transmitter 
transmits the upstream, digital data as a base-band transmission. Beveridge teaches the use of 
transmitting an upstream, optical signal as a base-band transmission (col. 2 lines 10-20). 
Beveridge does this because a base-band signal "may be carried directly on a transmission line" 



5,469,495). 
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(col. 1 lines 55-56). It is implicit that carrying the base-band signal directly over a transmission 
line does not require extra mechanisms to modulate and demodulate the signal. Thus the added 
difficulties of modulation and demodulation are removed making it easier to transmit the signal. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks to 
modify Dapper in view of Hansen and Vanbuskirk's system to allow for base-band signals to 
travel over the optical link because sending base-band signals requires less mechanisms and so is 
simpler than sending band-pass signals. 

28. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dapper (USPN 
6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) and Vanbuskirk el al. (USPN 5,469,545) 
as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of Hutchison (USPN 5,838,989). 

29. Dapper in view of Hansen and Vanbuskirk does not specifically disclose that at least one 
media access unit coupled to the at least one coaxial cable link and the data concentrator are 
located in the at least one optical distribution node. Hutchison teaches the use of media access 
(attachment) units (MAU) to allow connection of two different mediums. By attaching an MAU 
between the media interfaces, the MAU allows data to travel over two different mediums (Fig. 1, 
Fig. 3, and col. 1 lines 29-41 and col. 1 line 60- col. 2 line 14). Although Hutchison does not 
describe attaching an MAU to the at least one coaxial cable link and the data concentrator, it 
would have been obvious to do so. By placing a MAU on the coaxial cable link, the modems 
attached to the link would be enabled to transmit data over the coax cable medium. By placing a 
MAU on the data concentrator, the optical distribution node would be enabled to transmit data 
received on the coax cable medium onto the optical fiber medium. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art of optical distribution nodes to place media access units on the 
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interfaces to and from different mediums, namely on the coaxial cable links and the data 
concentrator. 

30. Claim 10-12, 14, 17, 24, 25, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dapper (USPN 6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. 

3 1 . Regarding claim 10, Dapper discloses a hybrid fiber coax netv^ork (col. 4 lines 58-59) 
comprising a head end (col, 4 line 59-col. 5 line 10); at least one optical distribution node 
coupled to the head end over at least one fiber optic link (col. 14 lines 22-25 and col. 120 lines 
60-63); at least one coaxial cable link, coupled to the at least one optical distribution node, that 
receives upstream, digital data (col. 125 lines 9-10) from a plurality of modems (col. 125 lines 
52-55); and wherein at least a portion of the upstream, digital data is transmitted over the at least 
one coaxial cable link on at least one modulated carrier below a frequency range for downstream 
transmission (col. 124 lines 51-59), where downstream transmission frequencies are 54-725 
MHz (col. 120 lines 39-40). 

32. Even though Dapper discloses the use of collision detection (col. 63 lines 15-21), Dapper 
does not disclose that the at least one optical distribution node includes circuitry for detecting 
collisions on the at least one coaxial cable link. Hansen teaches having the head end of a coaxial 
link have circuitry to detect collisions on the at least one coaxial cable link (col. 4 lines 16-57 
esp. lines 50-57). Hansen discloses that the circuitry is located on a head end of a coaxial cable 
(Fig. 1) while the applicant discloses that the circuitry is located on a coaxial cable link of an 
optical distribution node. However, in a hybrid fiber/coax network, the optical distribution node 
can be viewed as a being the head end for the coaxial cable link. Although it is not explicitly 
stated, it is implicit that Hansen does this as a way to detect if collisions have occurred within the 
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coaxial link so that corrupted data may be retransmitted. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of coaxial links to modify Dapper to use Hansen's method of detecting 
collisions within a coaxial link. 

33 . Regarding claim 1 1 , Dapper discloses that for downstream data ''any number of 
modulation techniques may be used for transmission. . .the modulation techniques utilized and 
performed by RF modem. . .may include quadrature phase shift keying (QPSK), quadrature 
amplitude modulation (QAM), or other modulation techniques for providing the desired data 
rate" (col. 121 lines 27-34). Although this disclosure is for downstream data, it would be obvious 
that the same modulation techniques used for downstream transmission could be the same 
modulation techniques used for upstream transmission. Other modulation techniques include on- 
off keying which is well-known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks that the modulated carriers are modulated with the 
upstream, digital data using one of on-off keying, quadrature phase-shift keying and quadrature 
amplitude modulation. 

34. Regarding claim 12, Dapper discloses that the upstream, digital data is carried on one of 
at least two modulated carriers (col. 124 lines 51-64 and col. 125 line 57-col. 126 line 1). 
Because there are multiple signals being sent in the frequency band, it would be obvious to 
modulate the upstream data on multiple carriers. 

35. Regarding claim 14, Dapper discloses that the upstream, digital data comprises Ethernet 
packets (col. 95 lines 48-63). It is obvious that if Ethernet connections are used that the data 
could be Ethernet packets. 
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36. Regarding claim 17, Dapper discloses a receiver circuit coupled to the fiber optic link and 
the at least one coaxial cable link that receives downstream optical signals and converts the 
signals to electrical signals for transmission over the at least one coaxial cable link (col. 122 line 
39-64 esp. 59-64). 

37. Regarding claim 24, Dapper discloses a method for processing data in a return path of a 
hybrid fiber/coax network comprising receiving, on a first coaxial cable, upstream, digital data 
modulated on a first carrier (col. 124 lines 59-63); translating (shifting) the frequency of the first 
carrier to a second frequency (col. 125 line 57-col. 126 line 1); retransmitting the upstream, 
digital data modulated on the carrier with the second frequency (col. 125 line 57-col. 126 line 1); 
checking for collision detection signals (col. 63 lines 15-27); concentrating (combining) the 
upstream, digital data with upstream, digital data from other coaxial cables (col 27 lines 29-38); 
and transmitting the concentrated, upstream, digital data to the head end (col. 27 line 35-36). 

38. Even though Dapper discloses the use of collision detection (col 63 lines 1 5-21), Dapper 
does not disclose collision detection is checked for based on the retransmitted upstream, digital 
data. Hansen teaches using frequency translation to retransmit a received, upstream signal to a 
plurality of modems for collision detection (col. 4 lines 16-57 esp. lines 50-57). Although it is 
not explicitly stated, it is implicit that Hansen does this as a way to detect if collisions have 
occurred so that corrupted data may be retransmitted. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of coaxial links to modify Dapper to use Hansen's method of detecting 
collisions using retransmitted upstream, digital data. 
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39. Regarding claim 25, Dapper discloses receiving digital data on a first carrier below a 
frequency range for downstream transmission (col. 124 lines 51-59), where downstream 
frequencies are 54-725 Mhz (col. 120 lines 39-40). 

40. Regarding claim 29, Dapper discloses that the upstream, digital data comprises Ethernet 
packets on a modulated carrier (col. 95 lines 48-63). It is obvious that if Ethernet connections are 
used that the data could be Ethernet packets. 

41. Claim 13 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dapper 
(USPN 6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) as applied to claim 10 and 24 
above, and further in view of Griesing (USPN 4,959,829). 

42. Regarding claim 13, Dapper in view of Hansen and Vanbuskirk discloses a system that 
has a plurality of modems that transmit collision detection signals when a collision is detected 
based on signals from the frequency translator (Hansen col. 4 lines 16-57 esp. 50-57). Dapper in 
view of Hansen does not disclose that the collision detection signal is transmitted on a different 
modulated carrier. Griesing teaches transmitting the collision detection signal distinct from a 
receive or transmit signal in order to prevent the interpretation of one signal interfering with 
another (col. 3 lines 10-13). It is obvious that one way to separate the transmit or receive signal 
from the collision detection signal is to modulate the collision signal on a different carrier than 
the transmitted signals. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art of hybrid fiber/coax 
networks to modulate the collision detection signal on a different modulated carrier in order to 
prevent the collision detection signal from being confused with another signal. 

43. Regarding claim 27, it is also obvious that if a collision detection signal is transmitted on 
a different carrier that that carrier should be monitored to see if a collision has occurred. It would 
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have been obvious to one skilled in the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks to monitor a third 
frequency for collision detection signals. 

44. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dapper (USPN 
6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) as applied to claim 10 above, and further 
in view of Peyrovian (USPN 5,768,682) 

45. Dapper in view of Hansen does not disclose having at least a portion of the upstream, 
digital data transmitted over the plurality of coaxial cable links on modulated carriers above a 
cut-off frequency for downstream transmission. Peyrovian teaches having a portion of the 
upstream data transmitted on modulated carriers above a cut-off frequency for downstream 
transmission (col 3 lines 25-42 esp. lines 36-43). Peyrovian does this because high frequency 
bands are less susceptible to noise than low frequency bands (col. 3 lines 44-53). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks to modulate a 
portion of the upstream data on carriers above a cut-off frequency for downstream transmission 
in order to make the upstream, digital data less susceptible to noise. 

46. Claim 16 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dapper 
(USPN 6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) as applied to claim 10 and 24 
above, and further in view of Beveridge (USPN 5,469,495). 

47. Dapper in view of Hansen discloses that the laser transmitter transmits the upstream, 
digital data as a modulated carrier transmission (Dapper: col. 125 line 57-coL 126 line 1). Dapper 
in view of Hansen does not disclose that the laser transmitter transmits the upstream, digital data 
as a base-band transmission. Beveridge teaches the use of transmitting an upstream, optical 
signal as a base-band transmission (col. 2 lines 10-20). Beveridge does this because a base-band 
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signal "may be carried directly on a transmission line" (col. 1 lines 55-56). It is implicit that 
carrying the base-band signal directly on a transmission line does not require extra mechanisms 
to modulate and demodulate the signal. Thus the added difficulties of modulation and 
demodulation are removed making it easier to transmit the signal. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks to modify Dapper in view of 
Hansen's system to allow for base-band signals to travel over the optical link because sending 
base-band signals requires less mechanisms and so is simpler than sending band-pass signals. 

48. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dapper (USPN 
6,282,683) in view of Hansen et al. (USPN 5,272,700) as applied to claim 24 above, and further 
in view of Peyrovian (USPN 5,768,682) 

49. Dapper in view of Hansen does not disclose translating the frequency of the first carrier 
to a second frequency below the frequency used for downstream transmission. Peyrovian teaches 
translating the frequency of the first carrier to a second frequency below the frequency used for 
downstream transmission (col. 8 lines 9-18). Peyrovian does this because "there may be some 
services for which it is desirable to modulate subscriber-generated upstream information via a 
carrier to the low frequency band of 5-40 MHz" (col. 4 lines 1 1-14). It would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art of hybrid fiber/coax networks to translate the frequency of the first 
carrier to a second frequency below the frequency used for downstream transmission in order to 
allow any services for which it is desirable to have the data modulated below the dovmstream 
transmission band to take advantage of the data. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel J. Ryman whose telephone number is (703)305-6970. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 7:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (703)308-6602. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)308-6743 for regular 
communications and (703)308-9051 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)305-3900. 

Daniel J. Ryman 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2665 

Daniel J. Ryman 
July 1,2002 
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